We used a cooperative pulling task to examine proximate aspects of cooperation in captive brown capuchin monkeys, Cebus apella. Specifically, our goal was to determine whether capuchins can learn the contingency between their partner's participation in a task and its successful completion. We examined whether the monkeys visually monitored their partners and adjusted pulling behaviour according to their partner's presence. Results on five same-sex pairs of adults indicate that (1) elimination of visual contact between partners significantly decreased success, (2) subjects glanced at their partners significantly more in cooperative tests than in control tests in which no partner-assistance was needed, and (3) they pulled at significantly higher rates when their partner was present rather than absent. Therefore, in contrast to a previous report by Chalmeau et al. (1997 , Animal Behaviour, 54, 1215 -1225 , cooperating capuchins do seem able to take the role of their partner into account. However, the type of task used may be an important factor affecting the level of coordination achieved.
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Cooperative behaviour has been described in a wide range of taxa. Most studies and discussions of cooperation concern ultimate explanations, such as the evolution of cooperation through mutualism, kin selection, or reciprocal altruism (Hamilton 1964; Trivers 1971; Krebs & Davies 1993; Dugatkin 1997) . Research into these evolutionary issues has been conducted on a taxonomically diverse range of species, including lions, Panthera leo (Grinnel et al. 1995) , Florida scrub-jays, Aphelocoma coerulescens (Woolfenden & Fitzpatrick 1984) , black hamlet fish, Hypoplectrus nigricans (Fischer 1980) , and vampire bats, Desmodus rotundus (Wilkinson 1984) . Relatively few studies, however, have examined the proximate aspects of cooperation, such as the underlying cognitive mechanisms. This is despite the fact that it has been suggested that the advanced cognitive abilities of humans and other primates may in fact derive from the need for complex forms of cooperation as well as other complexities inherent to life in cohesive social groups (Jolly 1966; Kummer 1971; Trivers 1971; Humphrey 1976; de Waal 1982) . Recently, primatologists have begun to consider the cognitive aspects of cooperation (de Waal & Luttrell 1988; Boesch & Boesch 1989; Cheney & Seyfarth 1990; Chalmeau et al. 1997; de Waal 1997a de Waal , b, 2000 de Waal & Berger 2000) . Boesch & Boesch (1989) analysed chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes) hunting behaviour, suggesting four different levels of cooperation ranging from simple synchronous action to a division of labour among the hunters. There are obvious difficulties, however, in assessing the cognitive level at which individuals are operating in a field setting without control over critical variables. Assessing hunting in white-faced capuchins, Cebus capucinus, Rose (1997) notes the difficulty in obtaining sample sizes of hunts that could be adequately observed, and felt that apparent cases of collaboration could also be interpreted as individual opportunism. This reflection is reminiscent of the controversy that surrounded agonistic coalitions by baboon males, which were also suggested to be more self-serving than originally thought (Bercovitch 1988; Noë 1990) . Experimental studies allow for more controlled and complete data collection of cooperative behaviour. Laboratory experiments in this field go back to work on chimpanzees in the Yerkes laboratories by Nissen & Crawford (1932 ), Crawford (1937 and Yerkes (1943) .
A number of characteristics make capuchin monkeys (Cebus spp.) particularly suitable for a cooperation study. They show high levels of social tolerance, particularly with reference to food. Wild capuchin adults are tolerant of infants and juveniles while feeding (Izawa 1980; Janson 1988) , and in captive studies adults have also been shown to be willing to share food with other adults (de Waal et al. 1993; de Waal 1997b) . Capuchins are also highly dexterous, as evidenced by their use of tools in captivity (Visalberghi 1987; Anderson 1990) and their handling of food sources in the wild, such as the cracking of palm fruits and extraction of frogs from bamboo
